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MMA WlTNFSS: IUCHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

USPwMMA-1. 

a 

b. 

Please provide a list of the current members of the Major Mailers Assoclatlon, 

Please identify which of those members are sponsoring Major Mailers 
Association’s intervention in this docket? 

Please identify which of those members are sponsoring your testimony in this 
docket. 

RESPONSE 

MMA informs me that its membership is comprised of telecommunications companies, 

cable television billing companies and trade associations in the communications and utility 

industries. Members sponsoring MMA’s intervention are as follows: Ameritech, AT&T, Bell 

Atlantic, BellSouth, Cable Services Group, International Billing Services, NYNEX, Pacific Bell, 

Southwestern Bell and Sprint. These same members are sponsoring my testimony. 



MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

usPs/MMA-2. 

Please supply all information and statistics concerning Major Mailers Association’s 
members use of the following special services or categories of mail: 

i: 
post office boxes; 
certified mail; 

i: 
return receipts; 
return receipts for merchandise; 

;: 
insured mail; 
postal cards; and 

g. registered mail. 

RESPONSE 

MMA members are major users of post office boxes. They also use (certified mail, return 

receipts, postal c:ards and registered mail frequently as a regular part of business. Specific 

statistics for each of these services are not available. MMA’s main area of concern is First-Class 

mail rates; MMA’s members spend hundreds of millions of dollars a year on First-Class postage. 



MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

USPS/MMA-3. 

a. Please confirm that Major Mailers Association is not makin,g any classification, 
rate, or fee proposals to: 

lb. 

i. post office boxes, 
ii. certified mail; 
111. return receipts; 
iv. return receipts for merchandise; 
Y. insured mail; 
vi. postal cards; and 
vii. registered mail. 

If you are unable to confirm any part of subpart (a), please explain in detail what 
proposal(s) Major Mailers Association is making. 

RESPONSE 

Please see my testimony at page 1, lines 5 through 7 and at page 7., lines 5 through 20. 

Although MMA is not proposing changes in the rates, classifications or fees of the listed special 

services, it believes that the Commission should not act upon the Postal Service’s proposed 

changes until after the Postal Service provides the “actual and projectl:d cost information 

reflecting the cost attribution methods used to develop the rates recommended by the CornmissIon 

in Docket No. R94-1” (Order No. 1134, p, 2), as required by Order Nos. 1120 and 1126. MMA 

also believes that the Service should be required to disclose this information in future 

proceedings--and to do so at the outset--and that the Commission should adopt a tiling rule to 

that effect. 



MMA WITNESS: RICHAFtD BENTLEY 
iJSPS 

USPS/MMA-4. 

.At page 1 of your testimony, you state that the purpose of your testimony “is to oppose 
the Postal Service’s proposal to establish new rates and classifications without <disclosing 
information showing the consequences of using the Commission-approved methodology 
for attributing city carrier delivery costs.” 

a. Are you asking the Commission to reject each of the Postal Service’s 
proposals in this docket? 

b. If not, please explain in detail what you are proposing jthat the Commission 
do. 

RESPONSE 

Please see my answer to Interrogatory USPSMMA-3. 



MM.4 WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

USPSmMA-5. 

.4t page 2 of your testimony, you indicate that the Commission should not “decide this 
(case on a record that shows the consequences of apportioning city delivery costs only by 
use of a nonapproved costing methodology” If the Postal Service had provided FY 1995 
costs using the Commission’s methodology in a library reference, would the record then 
show the consequences of apportioning city delivery costs unde!r the Commission’s 
methodology? Please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

11 am not an attorney. However, Counsel advises me that, in Docket No. R94-1, where 

the Commission provided cost information in the form of a library reference, the Commission 

stated: “The normal rules of evidence apply with respect to the material in these library 

references. To enter them directly into the record, a stipulation or an attesting witness will be 

required,” (Presidling Officer’s Ruling No. R94-l/38, p, 8). Therefore, it would depend on 

whether a Postal Service witness sponsored the library reference 

5 



USPSIMMA-6. 

MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

At page 2 of your testimony, you state “I do not believe that the Commission should use 
a methodology for one set of services in one case that apportions attributable costs in 
ways that are sigmficantly different from the methods used for other postal services in 
other cases.” 

To what other specific postal services are you referring? 
To what other specific cases are you referring? 

RESPONSE 

My statement refers to all postal subclasses and services whose rates or fees were 

considered during the last Omnibus rate proceeding, Docket No. R94-1 and recent clusification 

proceedings, as well as to subclasses and services whose rates or fees wll be considered in any 

future proceedings. 

6 

- -..- -- 



USPSIMMA-6. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

At page 2 of your testimony, you state “I do not believe that the Commission should use 
a methodology for one set of services in one case that apportions attributabl’e costs in 
ways that are significantly different from the methods used for other postal services in 
(other cases.” 

c. Please explain in detail each way in which the Postal Service apportions 
attributable costs in this case that is significantly different from each way 
in which the Commission has apportioned attributable costs in Docket No, 
R94-1 on Reconsideration. In giving your explanation, please specify each 
cost segment and component in which such significant differences occur. 

RESPONSE 

In Order No. 1120 the Commission noted that “examination indicates the Postal Service 

does not reflect, for Base Year 1995 or Test Year 1996, the Commission’s city delivery street 

time single subclarss stop analysis, purchased transportation nonpreferential Alaskan or Hawaiian 

air analyses, or special delwery messenger fixed attribution” (p. 2). 

Please refi:r also to Order Nos. 1126 and 1134 which explain how “the Service supports 

its requests with costs using methods different from those recently approwd by the 

Commission...” (Order No. 1134, p. 3). 

In its August 2, 1996 Statement Concerning Order No. 1126, the Postal Service noted (p. 

1) that “certain [of the Commission’s costing] methodologies are not employed, because the Postal 

Service believes they are fundamentally flawed,” adding that (p, 5) the Service would “decline 

to provide any costing presentation which incorporates the Commission’s single subclass cost 

analysis.” 

The Commission has found that “the Service is in the best positic’n to apply approved 

attribution and distribution methodologies to its accrued cost data, and that it was neither unduly 

7 



MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS/MMA-6(c) 

burdensome nor otherwise unreasonable to direct the Service to submit this information for the 

use of participants and the Commission” (Order No. 1134, p. 4). In view of this finding, I have 

not attempted to make the detailed calculations requested in this Interrogatory In Order No. 

1126 (p. 9), the Commission explained the problems that participants would encounter if they 

attempted to make such calculations on their own. 



MMA WlTNEsS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

USPSIMMA-6. 

At page 2 of your testimony, you state “I do not believe that the Commission should use 
a methodology for one set of services in one case that apportions attributable costs in 
ways that are significantly different from the methods used for other postal services in 
other cases.” 

d. 
e. 

Please explam in detail what you consider a significant difference. 
When you speak of a significant difference, are you referring to absolute 
dollar dlfferences, percentage differences, or both? IPlease specify upper 
and lower bounds for what you consider to be significant. 

RESPONSE 

Significant differences in cost methodology occur when they can impact upon a rate. For 

example, a cost methodology difference might raise a preferential subclass’ total attributable cost 

by, say, $5 million. In order to be lawful, if such a change requires that the rate be increased by 

one-tenth of one (cent or more (as in the case for second class nonprofit) or one cent or more (as 

in the case for library rate), then that difference is significant. 

With respect to First-Class Mail, a difference of $5 million may not be significant 

because of the larger volumes involved. However, I find a difference of just $60 million to be 

very significant. Such a difference would have completely covered my proposal for a 2-cent 

discount in the second and third additIonal-ounce rates that I made in Docket No. MC95-1. 



USPSrMMA-7. 

MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, lines 14-15 of your testimony, you indicate that the Postal Service’s: use of its 
methodology “may not impact the Service’s proposed rates significantl:y in this 
proceeding....” 

a. Have you performed any analysis of the impact on the Postal Service’s 
proposals in this docket of using the Commission’s methodology? 

b. If so, please provide that analysis, including all supporting spreadsheets, 
workpapers, and other related documents. 

RESPONSE 

No. However, I am aware that, according to the Commission, “the Postal Service 

contends that except for Special Delivery, these differences [in cost coverages among Special 

Services] are inconsequential” (Order Non 1126, p. 3) and that the Service “admits that its refusal 

to incorporate approved costing methods has a material impact on the contribution level of one 

of the services that would be directly affected by its request” (Order No. 1134, p. 7) 

10 



USPSIMMA-7. 

MMA WITNESS: FUCHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2,, lines 14-15 of your testimony, you indicate that the Postal Service’s use of its 
methodology “may not impact the Service’s proposed rates significantly in this 
proceeding....” 

C. If not, why not? 

RESPONSE 

Please see my responses to Interrogatories USPWMMA-6(d) and (e) and USPSMMA-7(a) and 

(b). I am also aware that the Commission stressed that “It should not be left to the parties or the 

Commission to dlisentangle the effect of the Postal Service’s proposed changes to established 

attribution methods from the effects of its proposed changes in fees” (Order No. 1126, p. 12). 

11 



USPSrMMA-8. 

MMA WlTNESS: FUCHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, lines 16-17 of your testimony, you indicate that the Commission should use 
“consistent cost allocation methodologies in all of its rate proceedings.” 

a. Is it your testimony, that the Commission’s cost allocertron methodology in 
this case (PRC-LR-1 and 2) is “consistent” with its rec~smmended decisions 
in Docket Nos. R90-1 (initial), R90-1 on Remand, R94-1 (initial), and 
R94-1 on Reconsideration? Please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

The word “consistent” is a relative term without a precise meaning in the cointext used 

here. My dictionary defines consistent as “conforming to the same principles or course of 

action ” In Order No. 1134 (p 16), the Commission stated that its cost presentation m this case, 

as provided in PRC-LR-1 and 2, “us[es] the established methodology of sllngle subclass stops” 

and “usl:es] approved methods.” In the introduction to PRC-LR-2 the Commission states that 

“[T]he basic operation of the Commission’s cost model is the same as in the last om.nibus rate 

proceeding, Docket No. R94-1.” (no page number). I accept the Commission’s representations. 

12 



USPSIMMA-8. 

MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, lines 16-17 of your testimony, you indicate that the Commission should use 
“consistent cost allocation methodologies in all of its rate proceedings.” 

b. Is it your testimony, that the Commission’s cost allocation methodologies 
in its recommended decisions in Docket Nos. R90-I (initial), R90-1 on 
Remand, R94-1 (initial), and R94-1 on Reconsideratlion are “consistent”? 
Please explain in detail 

RESPONSE 

Please see my answer to Interrogatory USPS/MMA-S(a) 

13 



USPSIMMA-8. 

MMA WlTNESS: BICHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, lines 16-17 of your testimony, you indicate that the Commission should use 
“consistent cost allocation methodologies in all of its rate proceedings.” 

c. Why do you believe that the Commission should use consistent cost 
allocation methodologies? 

RESPONSE 

The Commission should use consistent cost allocation methodologie;: in order to perform 

its statutory obligations under the Postal Reorganization Act. It is considerably easier for the 

Commission to project costs when establishing new rates, and to {carry out its other 

responsibilities, when postal costs are comparable from case to case and from year to year. In 

Order No. 1134 (p. 3) the Commission “emphasized the importance of using methodologically 

consistent cost analyses when evaluating the absolute and relative changes: in institutional cost 

contributions...” (Emphasis added). The Commission also used the word “consistent” three times 

in one paragraph ,when describing the role of a precedent cost attribution methodology (Order No. 

1126, page 10) 

14 



USPSIMMA-8. 

MMA WITNESS: BICHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, lines 16-l 7 of your testimony, you indicate that the Commission should use 
“consistent cost allocation methodologies in all of its rate proceedings.” 

d. Please explain in detail how use of consistent cost methodologies allows 
for consideration of improved costing methodologies. 

RESPONSE 

I do not see any conflict. The Commission’s cost attribution methtadology has evolved 

over the: past twenty five years and, hopefully, has improved over that timse. Improved costing 

methodologies do not necessarily result in inconsistent cost methodologie!;. It is important to 

note, however, that when an improved cost methodology significantly changes the final results, 

then the results of the improved cost methodology might not be directly comparable to the results 

of the previous methodology In such cases, the two methodologies may or may not be 

consistent, which I define here as “conforming to the same principles or course of action” 

In this case, it appears that the Postal Service’s methodology yields results that are 

significantly different from the Commission’s methodology As stated in my testimony and 

illustrated in MMA-LR-1, the Postal Service attributes $1 1 billion less than the Commission. 

The Postal Service also transfers $130 million of attributable costs (:as classified by the 

Commission) from other subclasses to First-Class Mail and $175 million of attributable costs (as 

classified by the Commission) from third-class (Standard) advertising mail to other subclasses of 

mail. (A copy of MMA-LR-1 is attached.) 

15 
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MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS&MA-S(d) 

Because of these differences, the Postal Service and Commission methodologies could 

be considered consistent with one another, under a very broad definition of the word consistent, 

because of the many similarities, On the other hand, because of the significant differences in the 

way city delivery carrier costs are attributed, I would consider the two methodologies to be 

inconsistent from one another. 

16 
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USPS/MMA-8. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, lines 16-17 of your testimony, you indicate that the Commission s:hould use 
“consistent cost allocation methodologies in all of its rate proceedings.” 

e. Please explain in detail how use of consistent cost methodologies allows 
for correction of errors. 

RESPONSE 

Correction for errors will always result in cost methodologies that are consistent, by 

definition, regardless of whether the resulting differences are significant. For example, suppose 

the unit cost for a particular subclass is 10 cents. Then suppose after correcting for some error 

it increases by 10% to 11 cents. This increase IS certainly significant but the methodology has 

not changed. In such a case it would not be valid to compare this unit cost over time unless the 

error was corrected in all instances or some kind or adjustment was made. If the error changed 

the result by only a small amount, such as 1%. then a unit cost comparison over time would 

probably still be valid. 

17 



usPshlMA-9. 

MMA WlTNESS: FUCHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, line 18 of your testimony, you refer to “the Commission-approved cost 
methodology” 

a. What is the Commission-approved cost methodology? Please explain m 
detail. 

RESPONSE 

The Commission-approved methodology is that utilized by the Commission in the most 

recent rate case, Docket No. R94-1. See Order No. 1126 at the bottom of page 1 and the 

middle of page 7. The Commission also stated: “To carry out its duty to provide a consistent 

set of cost attribution principles, the Commission attaches precedential weight to pertinent 

attributable cost definitions and methods applied by the Commission in the most recent 

proceeding in which they were litigated. In most instances, these will be the definitions and 

methods applied by the Commission in the most recent omnibus rate procel:ding. The currently 

applicable precedents are found in the Commission’s Further Recommended Decision in Docket 

No. R94-1” (pages 11 and 12). 

18 



USPtmlMA-9. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, line 18 of your testimony, you refer to “the Commission-approved cost 
methodology” 

b. Is it the cost methodology used by the Commission in its recommended 
decision in R94-1 on Reconsideration? Please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

Yes, please see my answer to USPS/MMA-9(a) and refer to Order No. 1134 where the 

Commission stated that “[T]he current, established method for attributing city carrier costs is the 

method used to develop the rates recommended by the Commission and accepted by the 

Governors in Docket No. R94-1” (pages 8, 9). 

19 
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. 

USPS/MMA-9. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, line 18 of your testimony, you refer to “the Commlrssion-appi,oved cost 
methodology” 

c. Is it the cost methodology used by the Commission in this docket? Please 
explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

No. See my answer to Interrogatory USPSIMMA-9(a). However, the cost methodology 

used by the Commission in this docket is very similar, if not identical. See my answer to 

Interrogatory USPSMMA-8(a) 

20 



USPSiMMA-9. 

MMA WITNESS: FUCHABB BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 2, line 18 of your testimony, you refer to “the Commission-approved cost 
methodology” 

d. Is it the cost methodology used by the Commission in some other docket? 
Please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

Please see my answers to Interrogatory USPWMMA-9(a) and (b) 

21 



usPs/MMA-10. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
Lisps 

On page 3 of your testimony you state that the Commission “should require the Service 
to provide the information using the Commission’s approved cost apportionment.” 

a. Do you believe the Commission should require this Iof the Postal Service 
in this docket? 

RESPONSE 

Yes. If the Postal Service is not required to provide this cost information in this docket, 

the Service will be encouraged to file its next rate case with evidence thai shows only its own 

non-approved cost methodology. The Service will be encouraged to refuse again to provide a cost 

presentation using the Commission-approved methodology See also my answer to USPSMMA- 

3 
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USPS/MMA-10. 

MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 3 of your testimony you state that the Commission “should require the Service 
to provide the information using the Commission’s approved cost apportionment.” 

b. If so, why do you believe this should be required in light of PRC-LR-1 
and PRC-LR-2? Please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

The library documents to which you refer are helpful in terms of pointing out the degree 

to which the results from each of the two cost methodologies differ. But the time has come--and 

is long overdue--to hold the Service to its obligation to support its rate and classification filings 

by showing costs based upon the Commission-approved methods, as well as the Service’s 

preferred methods. The Service ought to end its refusals to obey the Commission Orders 

requesting such information. By requiring this information to be filed in this case--and by 

adopting a regulation requiring such information to be submitted with the Service’s fibngs in any 

future ciases--the Commission can insure that such information will be tiled ;at the outset of future 

cases, thus reducing delay and unnecessary htigation. If, however, the Postal Service is not 

required to provide the information in this docket, it will be encouraged to bselieve that it will not 

have to provide similar information in the next rate case, 

23 



MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

Please explain in detail how the respective “revenue burden” of First-Class Mail and 
Standard Mail is at issue in this docket. 

RESPONSE 

The revenue burdens of First-Class Mail and Standard Mail are not specifically at issue 

in this case. My testimony measures the change in the respective revenu,: burdens, under the 

Postal S#ervice’s and Commission’s cost methodologies, and finds that those differences are so 

significant that they illustrate the importance of choosing an appropriate, consistent methodology 

This prolonged debate about attributable cost methodologies has been exhaustive. The 

Commission has made its decision, Although the Postal Service should be free to ask the 

Commission to revise the approved methodology, there 1s no excuse for th,: Service to continue 

refusing to provide costing information using the Commission-approved methodology, as well 

as its own methodology. This proceeding, including my testimony, illustrates the importance of 

providing information that will allow the Commission to judge the revenue burdens and cost 

coverages attributable to the different methodologies for all subclasses and services. See also 

Order No. 1126 at the bottom of page 6 through the middle of page 7. 

24 



USPS/MMA-12. 

MMA WlTNESS: RICHAIUI BENTLEY 
USPS 

Please explain in detail how the specific Postal Service proposals in this docket affect the 
respective “revenue burden” of First-Class Mail and Standard Mail. 

RESPONSE 

Please see my testimony at page 5, lines 4 through 13 and my response to Interrogatory 

USPWMMA-11 

25 
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USPS/MMA-13. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 4, lines 18-20 of your testimony, you state that “it would have been helpful to 
have access to calculations of the Commission’s methodology as alpplied to the Postal 
Service’s base year and test year costs, presented by a Postal Servicl: witness ” 

a. Would it be “helpful to have access to calculations of the Commission’s 
methodology as applied to the Postal Service’s base year and test year 
costs, presented on the record by” a Commission witness? Please explain 
in detail. 

RESPONSE 

Yes. However, this is not the same as having a Postal Service witness provide this 

information on the record. Counsel advises me that the Postal Service has the burden of proving 

its case, and that it is the Postal Service’s obligation to come forward with evidence conforming 

to lawful orders of the Commission. 

26 

- 



USPS/MMA-13. 

MMA WlTNEsS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 4, lines 18-20 of your testimony, you state that “it would have been helpful to 
h,ave access to calculations of the Commission’s methodology as applied to ihe Postal 
Service’s base year and test year costs, presented by a Postal Service witness.” 

b. Is it your belief that the Postal Service has a better understanding of the 
“calculations of the Commission methodology” than the Commission or its 
staff? If so, please explain in detail all bases for your belief. 

RESPONSE 

I agree with the Commission’s statement, in Order No. 1134 (p 4), that “the Service is in 

the best position to apply approved attribution and distribution methodologies to its accrued cost 

data....” In this regard, the Commission recognizes that the Postal Service has sufficient resources 

to understand and replicate the Commission’s cost methodology from any previous docket and 

in this proceeding. Moreover, the Commission found in Order No. 1126 (p. 15) that “[T]he 

Postal Service already demonstrated its ability to make the base year adjustments necessary to 

conform to the established attribution methods. See Docket No. MC93-1, USPS-LR-SIP 19, PRC 

Version of Audited 1992 CRA and accompanying workpapers~” 
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USPS/MMA-13. 

MMA WlTNFSS: RICHAFtD BENTLEY 
USPS 

Oln page 4, lines 18-20 of your testimony, you state that “it would hhave been helpful to 
have access to calculations of the Commission’s methodology as alJplied 10 the Postal 
Service’s base year and test year costs, presented by a Postal Service witness.” 

c. What would be the role of the Postal Service witiess in presenting 
“calculations of the Commission’s methodology as applied to the Postal 
Service’s base year and test year costs?” Would the Postal Service witness 
be expected to attest to the accuracy of the calculations underlying the 
Commission methodology? Would the Postal Service witness be expected 
to attest to the validity of the theories underlying the CornmIssion’s 
methodology? Would the Postal Service witness be expected to replicate 
the CornmIssion’s methodology, including any errors’? Please explain in 
detail. 

RESPONSE 

S’ee my response to Interrogatory USPS&MA-13(b). The Service has argued to the 

Commission that a Service witness would have difficulties in testifying as to the Commission’s 

methodo’logy, along the lmes suggested in this Interrogatory, but the Commission has not found 

those arguments to be valid. (See Order No. 1126, pages 5. 12 & 15. See also Docket No. R94- 

1, Presiding Officer’s Ruling No. R94-l/38, p 7.) 

The Commission has already described the role of a Postal Service witness in Order No. 

1126. It stated: “In meeting this burden, the Postal Service is not required to affirm the 

theoretical soundness or the practical wisdom of the established methods. It is mere1.y required 

to affirm that it has provided the parties and the Commission with its best estimate of what the 

consequences of its proposed changes would be, measured by established clxtmg principles” (p. 

12). 
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I . 

USPSMMA-13. 

MMA WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 4, lines 18-20 of your testimony, you state that “it would have been helpful to 
have access to calculations of the Commission’s methodology as alpplied to the Postal 
Service’s base year and test year costs, presented by a Postal Service witness.” 

d. If the Postal Service has disclosed or provided all data and information 
needed to replicate the Commission methodology, why would a Postal 
Service witness be in a better position than any other intervener witness, 
such as you, to present the Commission’s methodology on the record? 

RESPONSE 

Please see the second paragraph of the answers to Interrogatory USPSNMA-6(c.) and 7(b) 

and my answers to Interrogatories USPS’MMA-13(b) and (c). 
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USPS/MMA-14. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 4, lines 3-4 of your testimony, you state “The Postal Service has failed to 
incorporate the Commission’s R90-1 methodology into the Service’s Cost and Revenue 
Analysis (CRA) Reports or its tilings in other rate and classification proceedings before 
the Commission.” 

a. Is it your testimony that the Commission’s R90-1 methodology is the 
approved Commission costing methodology that the Postal Service should 
have used in this docket? Please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

As stated in my answer to Interrogatory USPSMA-8(a), the cost methodologies 

provided by the Commission since Docket No. R90-1 have consistently used the single subclass 

cost analysis as a basis to attribute city delivery carrier costs. The currently approved 

methodology incorporates that cost analysis, including all the refinements that have been made 

since 

30 
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USPS/MMA-14. 

MMA WITNESS: RICHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 4, lines 3-4 of your testimony, you state “The Postal Service has failed to 
incorporate the Commission’s R90-1 methodology into the Service’s Cost and Revenue 
Analysis (CRA) Reports or its filings in other rate and classification proceedings before 
the Commission.” 

b. Are you referring to the Commission methodology reflected in the 
Commission’s initial recommended decision in Docket No. R90-1 or the 
recommended decision on remand in Docket No. R90-I? 

RESPONSE 

It does not matter. The currently approved methodology incorporate:; the single subclass 

cost analysis from the original Docket No. R90-1 decision, includmg all of the refinements that 

have been made since. 
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usPs/nm.4-15. 

MMA WITNESS: BlCHAFtD BENTLEY 
USPS 

(On page 6, lines 14-17 of your testimony, your present cost coverages for Classroom 
Publications (81.1 percent), Third-Class Single Piece (59.2 percent), and Lilbrary Rate 
1c83.8 percent). 

a. Please confirm that those costs coverages were derlived Using FY 1995 
RPW revenues and FY 1995 attributable costs from PRC-LR-2 If you do 
not confirm, please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

Confirmed. 
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USPS/MMA-15. 

MM.4 WlTNESS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 6, lines 14-17 of your testimony, your present cost coverages for Classroom 
Publications (81.1 percent), Third-Class Single Piece (59.2 percent), and Library Rate 
(83.8 percent). 

b. Please confirm that USPS-T-SC, page 1 shows FY 1995 cost coverages of 
81.8 percent for Classroom Publications ($10.3 revenueBl2.6 attributable 
cost). If you do not confirm, please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

Confirmed 
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usPs/MMA-15. 

MMA WlTNEXS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 6, lines 14-17 of your testimony, your present cost coverages for Classroom 
Publications (81.1 percent), Third-Class Single Piece (59.2 percent), and Library Rate 
(83.8 percent). 

c. Please confirm that USPS-T-SC, page 1 shows FY 1995 cost coverages of 
59.3 percent for Third-Class Single Piece ($152.3 revenueB256.7 
attributable cost) If you do not confirm, please explam in detail. 

RESPONSE 

IConfIrmed. 
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USPSlMhfA-15. 

MMA WlTNEsS: RICHARD BENTLEY 
USPS 

(On page 6, lines 14-17 of your testimony, your present cost coverages for Classroom 
Publications (81.1 percent), Third-Class Single Piece (59.2 percen!t), and Li:brary Rate 
(83.8 percent), 

d. Please confirm that USPS-T-SC, page 1 shows FY 1995 cost coverages of 
83.8 percent for Library Rate ($46.7 revenue/$55.7 attributable cost). If 
you do not confirm, please explain in full. 

RESPONSE 

Confirmed. 
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usPs/MMA-15. 

MhIA WITNESS: FUCHABD BENTLEY 
USPS 

On page 6, lines 14-17 of your testimony, your present cost coverages for Classroom 
Publications (81.1 percent), Third-Class Single Piece (59.2 percent), and Library Rate 
(83.8 percent). 

e. Please confirm that the Postal Service’s projected revenues in Docket No. 
R94-1 (Exhibit USPS-T-7X, page 2) for Classroom Publications, Third- 
Class Single Piece, and Library Rate “were sufficient to cover the 
attributable costs.” If you do not confirm, please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE 

IConfirmed. 
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AFFBWATION 

I. Richard E. Bentley, affirm that my Responses to Interrogatoriw US.PS/MMA- 1 through 

15 are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

CERTJXCATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing documew (1) upon the U.S. 

Postal Service by messenger and First-Class Mail and (2) upon the other parties requesting such 

service by First-Class Mail. 

October 2, 1996 
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MM&LR- 1 

Apportionment of “Attributable” and “Institutional” Costs IJsing 
the PRC and USPS Attributable Cost Methodologies 

for BY 1995 in Docket No. MC96-3 

Sponsored by: 
Richard E. Bentley 

On Behalf of: 
Major Mailers Association 

September 30, 1996 

Docket No. MC96-3 



Z lo Z a6ed 

r-Ml-VW4 

%00~001 

%WLl 
%OQ 61 
%LZ z9 

(Llo’oz6’oz / L 103) 

mmrd- 
1so3 le~onwml 

SdSll 

%oo’ooc 

%69’El 
%E19E 
%81’OS 

OEC-~Z& sa6ed ‘v-m JadedyJoM ,saunlelad ssaul!Q, SdSn /p 

OS abed ‘JI’dK6Aq xlJ8ew ‘Z-w-3tld a3uaJalat.4 heJq!i IE 
(me ssw PJ~ + sJaua1 sselmsJ!A ssal lelol puaJ3 /z 

z Pue 1 sa6ed ‘avl-Sdsil l!q!w 11 

L lO’OZtJ’OZ$ IP ELE’60S’PSf /I 9SE’699’EES iaiol pueJ3 9 

ZGS’ZEL’ES /Z LPE’OZP’EIS R SSL’L89’6$ la410 IIV L 
9W’ZZI’PS IP SC9’19Z’OlS /1 6Zl’SP1’9$ MME sw3 PJ!U 9 
6E6’P96’Zl$ IP ItP’ LZO’OES /b ZLP’SSB’L~S sJaUa> ssel3 ~sJ!j s 

(9 103 - 9 103) 
L s 

UapJng Is.03 w&-a 
iewmw SdSll Sdsn 

3 le’Jo!Vl!FW SdSil 10 -5 

619’090’1$ IE SE0’8SL’PE$ I1 9SE’689’EES leloi puew P 

981’9PlS R LPO’PEB’6S IZ SSL’L89’60 la410 IIV ‘E 
ZSC’98ES IE 19Z’lES’9S I1 6Zl’SPl’90 MME w3 PJ!U z 
IPZ’SESS IE ELL’ZGE’BIS I1 ZLP’9SB’Ll$ slagal ssela ISJ!~ 1 

(Llo3-zlo3) 
E z i 

- -m-I 
amaJay!a 3kld Sdsn 



z P 1 a6ad 

l-WI-VW4 

i awl I z aw IP 
z au - i wi IE 

619’890’1$. 9 lo3 ‘Z a6ed WOJ4 JOl3aj wauruowoddv /Z 
E P3 ‘I a6ad /I 

‘sa3!hlas pue sassegqns asoq, 011~03 ~auo~1n1~1su~ 
)o lcl$ su6!ssa s&n aq, ‘SaWJaS pue sasse,zqns Jaq10 ,le 0, sa,nq!J,,a A6o,opoq,au1 s.3&, aq, 1eq11so3 

,O JallOp leUO!,!ppa haha JOj ‘SSal3 pJ!q, 01 ,SO3 lau~,“,,,SU! ,O S9.S su6!sse s&f-j aq, ‘SSal3 pJ!q, 01 sa,nq!J,,e 
A6olopowatu s,3&j aq, laq, ,503 ~0 Jellop leuo!,!ppe haAa JOA ‘ssal3 1sJlj 011~03 leuo!,n,!,su! 10 pZ’i$ su6!sse 
sdsn aq, ‘ssel3 ,sJy 01 sa,nq!J,,e A6olopoqialu s,3ud aq, ,a~, ,503 10 Jellop leuo!,!ppe haAa ~oj :suo~sn~3uo~ 

P1.E 

%OO 1 /P %lEl /P %SS IP %PZl 

0s /E (90E’SPO) IE LPS’PLLS /E (ZPZ'GZl$) 

6L9'990'bS /Z Z6S'l610 /I SO9'llZS /Z CW'S99$ 

poq,aw 01 ana amaJafi!a oh p 

poqiayy 01 ana awaJaH!a E 

s,soa ~auo!,n,!,su~ sv pauo!uoddv Z 

TwIwlmm 

6C.l 619’890’1$ /I 9QZ’9PlS I1 ZSL’99ES IL bPZ’9ESO siso3 aiqe,nq!Juv leuo!,!ppv l 

(Z iC3 j i iOs,i 

S 
&I 

E 
49 4Pl m-i 

01 ssen-is44 ssw-wi ssel3-,sJ! j 

10 o!iatl 

(OOOQ) 


